Montclair State University

Montclair State University Digital
Commons
Department of Educational Foundations
Scholarship and Creative Works

Department of Educational Foundations

12-1-2003

Violent Youth Or Violent Schools? a Critical Incident Analysis of
Symbolic Violence
Kathryn Herr
Montclair State University, herrk@mail.montclair.edu

Gary L. Anderson
New York University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.montclair.edu/educ-fdns-facpubs
Part of the Elementary Education Commons, and the Teacher Education and Professional
Development Commons

MSU Digital Commons Citation
Herr, Kathryn and Anderson, Gary L., "Violent Youth Or Violent Schools? a Critical Incident Analysis of
Symbolic Violence" (2003). Department of Educational Foundations Scholarship and Creative Works. 112.
https://digitalcommons.montclair.edu/educ-fdns-facpubs/112

This Review Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Department of Educational Foundations at
Montclair State University Digital Commons. It has been accepted for inclusion in Department of Educational
Foundations Scholarship and Creative Works by an authorized administrator of Montclair State University Digital
Commons. For more information, please contact digitalcommons@montclair.edu.

Int. J. Leadership in Education

ISSN: 1360-3124 (Print) 1464-5092 (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/tedl20

Violent youth or violent schools? A critical incident
analysis of symbolic violence
Kathryn Herr & Gary Anderson
To cite this article: Kathryn Herr & Gary Anderson (2003) Violent youth or violent schools? A
critical incident analysis of symbolic violence, Int. J. Leadership in Education, 6:4, 415-433, DOI:
10.1080/1360312032000150779
To link to this article: https://doi.org/10.1080/1360312032000150779

Published online: 24 Jun 2010.

Submit your article to this journal

Article views: 1345

View related articles

Citing articles: 3 View citing articles

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=tedl20

INT. J. LEADERSHIP IN EDUCATION,
OCTOBER–DECEMBER 2003, VOL. 6, NO.

4, 415–433

Violent youth or violent schools? A critical incident
analysis of symbolic violence
KATHRYN HERR and GARY L. ANDERSON

Utilizing critical incidents primarily from a year-long ethnographic study of a single gender
middle school, the authors attempt to capture the mechanisms of symbolic violence as
described by Bourdieu and Passeron in Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture and by
Bourdieu in latter publications. Our analysis suggests that problems of persistent social
inequality, crime, and incarceration are linked to symbolic forms of violence that occur in
schools and that current policies attempting to address these issues are flawed, based on a
limited theorization of violence.

You cannot cheat with the law of the conservation of violence: all violence is paid for, and for
example, the structural violence exerted by the financial markets, in the form of layoffs, loss of
security, etc. is matched sooner or later in the form of suicides, crime and delinquency, drug
addiction, alcoholism, a whole host of minor and major everyday acts of violence. (Bourdieu
1998: 40)

Bourdieu’s ‘law of conservation of violence’ is a powerful explanatory tool
for understanding the continuum – from symbolic to physical forms – of
violence that exists in schools. While violence and school safety are near
obsessions in today’s schools, the origins of violence are undertheorized.
This article will use the law of conservation of violence and the theory of
symbolic violence to help explain how violence is generated symbolically
within schools, reproducing larger systems of structural violence and
spawning local instances of emotional and physical violence (Herr 1999).
Our analysis will suggest that problems of persistent social inequality and
school violence are linked, and that current policies attempting to address
these issues are flawed, based on a limited theorization of violence.
Headlines warn us of the current climate of danger in the culture in
which we live. Schools rehearse student lockdowns in anticipation of
Columbine-style shootings. Students are scrutinized for weapons and gang
colours. State funds for additional counsellors are diverted for the purchase
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of metal detectors. Additional monies for more youth detention centres and
prisons have been allocated should other interventions fail. Courses on
violence prevention have sprung up in the curriculums of colleges of
education. Professional development workshops for teachers offer instruction on recognizing gang signs and preventing the growth of gangs in
schools. School districts debate arming the guards in local public schools so
they are evenly matched with the dangers they face.
Males (1998) points out that these fears do not match statistical realities
and that the crime rates on the rise are not among minority youth; rather,
rising crime rates fall more within white collar crime categories, such as the
Enron, Worldcom and other Wall Street fiascos. Yet the lens on youth,
particularly minority youth, constitutes what Cohen (1972, cited in Welch et
al. 2002) terms a ‘moral panic’, where a ‘person or group of persons emerges
to become defined as a threat to societal values and interest . . .’ (p. 3).
Exaggerated claims as to the dangers posed by groups of youth establish this
climate of ‘moral panic’.
Ironically, some argue, violence may be partly a result of the social
policies we have devised to contain it. More than two million Americans are
in prisons, which are among the most violent social institutions in the world.
Nearly two-thirds of these prisoners are in prison for non-violent (usually
drug-related) crimes, but are often schooled in violence on the inside
(Parenti 1999). As these prisoners’ terms end they return to their
economically devastated communities with few social or vocational skills. We
will suggest that schools, like prisons, may actually generate violence
(although through very different mechanisms) rather than contain it.
Although schools are often characterized as a safe oasis in the violence of
inner-city neighbourhoods, we suggest that this view is due to an
undertheorization of violence and a misperception of apparently orderly
schools and classrooms as violence-free.
Thus, while there are exaggerated claims surrounding some forms of
violence, other manifestations remain virtually invisible. Bourdieu and
Passeron (1990) describe two ways ‘of getting and keeping a lasting hold
over someone’: overt (physical or economic) violence or symbolic violence –
censored, euphemized, unrecognized violence. This latter form often
occurs, for example, when children are labelled in schools, when women are
marginalized through various forms of sexism, or when unequal power
relations are hidden through attempts to characterize them as natural.
Drawing on critical incidents taken from a year-long ethnographic study of
a public middle school experimenting with school-wide, single sex classes
(Herr and Arms 2002), we explore how symbolic violence in schools and
classrooms is related to physical and structural forms of out-of-school
violence.
Pierre Bourdieu and symbolic violence
Bourdieu elaborated his theory of symbolic violence, with Jean-Claude
Passeron, in sometimes excruciating detail, in Reproduction in Education,
Society and Culture, a book that appeared in French in 1970 and in English
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in 1977.1 In his preface to the 1990 second edition of the book, Bourdieu
discusses the ways his theory of symbolic violence was misunderstood and
conflated with more reductionist Althusserian theories of ‘state ideological
apparatuses’ that were popular when the English translation of his book
came out. In American educational scholarship, the book has frequently
been cited as a negative example of Marxist overdeterminism; it was often
lumped together with another book popular at the time, Bowles and Gintis’
(1976) Schooling in Capitalist America, also a widely misunderstood and little
read, but much cited, book about social reproduction. These analyses were
used as a foil for theories of resistance which argue that previous Marxist
work failed to understand the role of human agency in social
reproduction.
Without entering into a lengthy debate about the relationship between
the social scientist’s identification of social regularities, on the one hand, and
the phenomenological experiences of social subjects, on the other, suffice it
to say that Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence is more theoretically rich
and generative than has been portrayed by its detractors. For this reason, we
will cite at some length excerpts from his theory, so that the reader can
appreciate the complexity of a theoretical perspective too often reduced to
an explication of merely one of its concepts (‘cultural capital’ or ‘habitus’),
stripped from the theoretical richness of his exposition on symbolic violence
in this early work.
A major tenet of the Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture was
the idea that the social reproduction of privilege from generation to
generation could partly be understood in economic terms (tax codes,
inheritance laws, the appropriation by capitalists of the surplus value of
workers’ and women’s labour, etc.), but that the rarity of social class upward
mobility during most historical periods had to be partly understood also in
cultural terms. The book lays out the subtle and usually unconscious
mechanisms through which dominant groups in society make their own
particular form of cultural capital appear to be the natural way of being in
the world. Thus, taking arbitrary cultural capital (e.g. white skin, a particular
way of pronouncing words, a manner of dress) which has no inherent
superiority and succeeding in imposing it as a dominant social norm
through social institutions, particularly through formal schooling (and more
recently the mass media), represents, according to Bourdieu, a form of
‘symbolic violence’.
Bourdieu and Passeron (1990) describe how symbolic violence is
accomplished through ongoing pedagogical work. This pedagogical work is
done through childrearing, which he calls primary pedagogical work or
through other social institutions outside the family, such as formal
schooling, mass media, etc., which he describes in the following
passage:
Insofar as it is a prolonged process of inculcation producing internalization of the principles of a
cultural arbitrary in the form of a durable, transposable habitus, capable of generating practices
conforming with those principles outside of and beyond any express regulation or any explicit
reminding of the rule, pedagogical work enables the group or class which delegates its authority
to pedagogical action to produce and reproduce its intellectual and moral integration without
resorting to external repression or, in particular, physical coercion. (p. 36)

418

KATHRYN HERR AND GARY L. ANDERSON

Key to Bourdieu’s theory of social/economic reproduction is how cultural
reproduction occurs and, for subordinate groups, the disconnect between
the cultural capital they obtain through child-rearing (primary pedagaogical
work ) and cultural capital implicitly valued in formal schooling and the mass
media. Thus, in Bourdieu’s terms, the ‘legitimate addressees’ of pedagogical
work (primarily in schools) are those groups who already have acquired the
dominant habitus through childrearing and other early cultural
experiences.
Some scholars use the term ‘culturally relevant pedagogy’ or ‘culturally
responsive pedagogy’ to describe a pedagogy that is effective with children
from low-income and culturally diverse families (Ladson Billing 1995, Gay
2000). However, implicit in their work is a recognition that most dominant
teaching and schooling practices have traditionally been culturally-relevant
in the sense that they have tended to be congruent with the primary habitus
of white, middle-class families.
This primary habitus is inculcated through the ‘primary pedagogical
work’ of early upbringing and is ultimately characteristic of a group or class,
becoming the basis for the subsequent formation of any other habitus:
Because in any given social formation, the dominant mode of inculcation tends to correspond to
the interests of the dominant classes, i.e. the legitimate addressees, the differential productivity of
the dominant pedagogical work according to the groups or classes on whom it is exerted tends to
be a function of the distance between the primary habitus inculcated by primary pedagogical work
within the different groups or classes and the habitus inculcated by the dominant pedagogical
work (i.e. the extent to which education or acculturation is re-education or deculturation,
depending on the group or class). (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990: 46)

Meier (2002) explains how this symbolic violence occurs in schools,
. . . what the most successful students had going for them was that even in kindergarten, with their
hands eagerly raised, they were ready to show off their school smarts. Starting on day one, certain
forms of knowledge and skill – the stuff they’ve eagerly brought with them from home – was
confirmed and honoured, thus increasing their self-confidence to take still more risks . . . But
many other students never found a replacement for a school and teacher who didn’t recognize
their genius, who responded with a shrug or a look of incomprehension as they offered their
equally eager home truths. They too soon learned that in school all they could show off was their
ignorance. Better to be bad, or uninterested, or to just silently withdraw. (p. 15)

Two important Bourdieuan concepts are alluded to in this passage. First,
Meier’s allusion to the reaction of students who are victims of symbolic
violence represent strategies that run the gamut from the relatively passive
internalization of their lack of worth to ‘being bad’, or engaging in forms of
resistance discussed at length by Willis (1977) and others.
Second, the shrug or the ‘look of incomprehension’ captures the spirit of
symbolic violence, which is inflicted on students most often by wellmeaning, capable, caring teachers. These teachers are often simply
incapable of recognizing, much less valuing, the cultural capital the student
brings to the classroom. This child’s cultural capital, which has high
exchange value at home, since it is a product of primary pedagogical work,
has little exchange value in a classroom led by a teacher unfamiliar or
unappreciative of the child’s cultural capital. This is more than a problem of
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cross-cultural misunderstanding or ignorance, since one’s cultural capital is
part of one’s habitus and is viewed as simply the natural order of things. This
is closely related to Bourdieu’s notion of ‘misrecognition’. Teachers take
their habitus for granted ‘precisely because [they are] caught up in it, bound
up with it; [they] inhabit it like a garment. [They] feel at home in the world
because the world is also in [them], in the form of the habitus’(Bourdieu
2000).
In fact, according to Bourdieu and Passeron (1990), it is the very
invisibility of the operation of symbolic power that makes it so effective:
Every power to exert symbolic violence, i.e. every power which manages to impose meanings and
to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power relations which are the basis of its force,
adds its own specifically symbolic force to those power relations. (p. 4)

In this way, inequitable social relations are maintained not simply through
bad teaching, as current school reform efforts assume, but through the
everyday ‘pedagogic actions’ of ‘world class’, dedicated and caring teachers.
This is one reason that much feminist scholarship that promotes an ethic of
caring in schools often fails to understand how a caring attitude can function
as a velvet glove that serves to obscure the exercise of symbolic violence or
even collude in making the dominant habitus seem more universal and
natural.
While Bourdieu describes his theory of symbolic violence as it operates
at the level of pedagogical action, he also discusses implications for the
institutional and systems level. He continuously reminds us that these micro
(home, classroom) and meso-level (school) practices of symbolic violence
(cultural reproduction) produce macro-level outcomes as they ‘contribute to
the reproduction of the relations between the groups or classes (social
reproduction)’ (p. 54). The following example illustrates how symbolic
violence operates at the classroom and school levels and suggests why the
theory of symbolic violence is a necessary compliment for empirical research
into such issues.

Exposing symbolic violence at the institutional level
One of the authors was involved in an evaluation study that served as a
cautionary tale about doing empirical work without an understanding of
how symbolic violence works to reproduce inequities. Johnson Elementary
School was an inner-city magnet school in a large Southwestern US city.
Students were drawn from both its low-income, largely Chicano, neighbourhood and from middle-class, mostly white, neighbourhoods from ‘the
heights’. The school was considered exemplary and magnet school parents
stood in long lines to get their children enrolled. The curriculum was artscentred and classical music was piped into the halls during the school
day.
After a few years, some parents from the school’s low-income
neighbourhood who felt their children were not thriving, approached the
district’s Director of Research and Evaluation for information on their
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children’s progress. The director initiated an evaluation study of the school,
disaggregating achievement outcomes according to whether students were
magnet or local students. The achievement outcomes of the neighbourhood
students were, as everyone suspected, far below the middle-class, magnet
students; however, to their surprise the researchers also discovered that their
outcomes were significantly below those of two nearby non-magnet
elementary schools serving a demographically similar population. Apparently this highly regarded magnet school was educating half of the student
population well and neglecting the other half.
One of the authors was brought in, along with doctoral students from a
qualitative research class, to observe classrooms to see if any teachers
favoured one group over another. We fully expected to observe patterns that
would help us understand how and why the neighbourhood students were
marginalized. Elaborate observation protocols were used to identify
friendship patterns among students, which students were called on in class,
which students were ‘engaged’ in learning, student seating arrangements,
etc. Teachers were interviewed about their knowledge of students, teaching
techniques, attitudes, etc. The research team turned up no obvious
differences in how students from the two groups were treated. Researchers
and community members were at a loss to explain why magnet students
were thriving, while neighbourhood children were falling further behind
both the magnet students and their demographic counterparts in nearby
schools.
While the discrepancy in academic outcomes was widely reported and
spurred a change in school administration and the conversion of the school
to a dual language school, the reason of why one group of students
flourished while another group languished was never fully understood.
While no empirical data were produced that directly linked the students’ low
achievement to symbolic violence, had we entered the field using a
framework based on Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence, we might have
designed the study differently. Rather than seek visible signs of differential
treatment of children that could be documented through observations and
interviews, we might have documented differences in the primary and
secondary habitus of teachers, students, and administrators, and instances
of well-meaning incomprehension across habituses. Closer attention to the
congruence of practices at the classroom and institutional level (such as the
choice of classical music in the halls) with the primary habitus of the
children might have led us to a better understanding of how symbolic
violence operated at this particular school.2 Such methods would still
perhaps be inadequate since, as Bourdieu points out, it is the very invisibility
of symbolic violence that makes it so powerful, an invisibility sustained
through the misrecognition of the dominant habitus as natural, and
therefore legitimate, rather than as a cultural arbitrary.
Bourdieu and the analysis of critical incidents
While empirical studies informed by a theory of symbolic violence represent
one way to go about attempting to make symbolic violence visible, another
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approach is suggested by Bourdieu himself. While the analysis of critical
incidents is seldom associated with the work of Bourdieu, his theory of
symbolic violence suggests that this approach is a fruitful way into studying
the invisibility of symbolic violence.
In his discussion of institutionalized educational systems Bourdieu
describes how idiosyncratic forms of pedagogic action are discouraged
through institutionalizing and standardizing the inculcation of the dominant
habitus, which is not seen as arbitrary, but rather is invested with
institutional authority and legitimacy. Given the extent to which the
dominant habitus is standardized, institutionalized, and tightly legitimated
throughout the educational system, how would one study these invisible
forms of legitimation, these non-events (Anderson 1990)?
Bourdieu marshals empirical data that documents the reality of social
reproduction in France, and similar data are widespread throughout the US.
However, the processes he describes that make the social reproduction of
unequal outcomes appear to be a natural outcome of merit, charisma,
diligence, etc., are harder to pin down. He suggests a possible method,
although this method has been elaborated in more detail by others.
Bourdieu and Passeron (1990) suggest that educational systems, in
inculcating students with a cultural arbitrary that is vested with pedagogic
and institutional authority, avoid the need to justify or assert in any explicit
way their right to do so through processes of institutionalization and
legitimation: ‘In short the persistence of an educational system proves that
it resolves by its very existence the question raised by its existence’ (p. 62).
The day-to-day, institutionalized practices of schooling appear natural, and
this grammar of schooling has persisted for decades, if not centuries. But,
according to Bourdieu, cracks appear in its legitimacy, ‘when one examines
moments in the institutionalizing process when the questioning of the
legitimacy of the pedagogical action and the masking of this question are not
simultaneous’ (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990: 62). Bourdieu uses the
examples of the ancient Sophist teachers who,
proclaimed their educative practice as such without being able to invoke the authority of an
institution . . . Similarly, at moments of crises when the tacit contract of delegation legitimating
the educational system is threatened, the teachers, placed in a situation not unlike that of the
Sophists, are called upon to resolve, each on his own behalf, the questions which the institution
tended to exclude by its very functioning. (. . . One teacher finds he is called a Communist for
having explained Marxism to the sixth form; another learns he is suspected of religious
propaganda for having thought it necessary to explain what the Bible is . . .). (pp. 62–63)

Other authors have expressed a similar understanding of the potential of
critical incident analysis to illuminate those institutional moments in which
forms of symbolic violence are made a bit more visible as tiny cracks appear
in the legitimacy of institutional authority. Institutional cultures carry a
‘reality-defining function’ (Hargreave 1995, cited in Angelides 2001), with
administrators in a legitimating role, where they mediate the social
construction of organizational reality (Anderson 1990). Analysis of critical
incidents invites a probing into workplace norms that help construct
institutional realities and can stimulate reflection on institutional practices,
exposing underlying motives and structures. It can be a way of studying the
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‘invisibility of the phenomenon’ and interrupting ‘its redefinition as a nonissue’ (Anderson 1990: 39).
For example, in the context described above, the discrepancy between
the academic outcomes of the children from the low-income neighbourhood
and their counterparts in nearby schools, threatened the legitimacy of an
‘exemplary’ magnet school and opened up the possibility of further
unravelling of the operation of symbolic violence at the school.
Definitions of critical incidents vary from those who see them as
‘surprises’ or ‘problematic situations’ (Schon 1983), to ‘highly charged
moments and episodes that have enormous consequences for personal
change and development’ (Sikes et al. 1985, cited in Angelides 2001: 432),
to ‘mostly straightforward accounts of very commonplace events that occur
in routine professional practice’ (Tripp 1993: 25). The naming of an event
as a critical incident can come from any individual in an institution and
signals that an event has occurred that potentially becomes the stimulus for
reflection (Schon 1983); it signals a turning point of sorts, provoking a
change in the life of an institution or a person working in it (Tripp 1993).
The naming of an event as critical potentially interrupts institutional
meaning management and invites reflection on business as usual; for the
administrator charged with the role of legitimating institutional practices,
the analysis of a critical incident can pose a threat and, ironically, needs to
be carefully managed. In this sense then, critical incidents are not ‘things’
that happen independently of the norms of the institution but rather are a
manifestation of the institutional culture; their analysis potentially unearths
assumptions that remain largely unexamined or outside the realm of public
awareness.
In a further attempt to illustrate how symbolic violence plays out in
schools, we produce two critical incidents in the following section, drawn
from a year-long study of a public middle school experimenting with singlesex classes. As noted above, critical incidents can document the commonplace workings of a school as well as more highly-charged incidents. In the
following cases we present two very different classrooms and discuss how
two teachers either reinforce or attempt to interrupt symbolic violence in
their classrooms.
The incidents are drawn from two different classrooms of eighth grade
boys. The school in which they are located primarily draws students from its
surrounding low-income neighbourhood and the population of the school is
overwhelmingly students of colour (African American, Latino, and Cambodian). The single sex classrooms afforded an opportunity to focus on the
school experience of boys of colour. Classes were observed on an ongoing
basis and teachers and students interviewed throughout the school year. The
following accounts are drawn from these observations and interviews.
Critical incident 1: ‘They’ve been terrible’
Many teachers in the school struggled with their all-male classes and Ms R.
was no exception. The classes throughout the school are large, with 35
students jammed into classrooms intended for smaller numbers. Ms R. was

STUDYING SYMBOLIC VIOLENCE

423

initially squeamish about giving permission for observations in the boys’
class, explaining ‘they’ve been terrible’. Nonetheless, she did grant
permission and as our relationship developed, she often asked for feedback
or suggestions. Although departments had instructional coaches who were
to be resources for the teachers, they also evaluated the teachers, something
both coaches and teachers saw as being at cross purposes. As one coach put
it, when he came into the classrooms he felt as welcome as Typhoid
Mary.
Ms R. was an experienced teacher, but at the elementary, rather than
middle school level; in the suburbs, rather than in an urban setting. A white
woman, Ms R. had little experience with students of colour and confessed
to being a bit intimidated by the boys in her class, many of whom were larger
than her. In fact, there had been a fight in her girls’ class the week before and
Ms R had cried; one of the girls told her that it was ‘almost worth the fight
for them to see how much she cares about them’. Ms R. said she ‘really,
really wants her students to learn’ but she has been struggling to create a
learning environment in her classroom; it has, in fact, been near
pandemonium. Ms P., an African American educational assistant, has been
assigned to the room to help out.
The following incident is drawn from field notes of Ms R’s class, a
21⁄2-hour math/science block. It is mid-November of the school year. The
first 15 minutes are homeroom time and, on this day, all the homerooms are
to discuss the school’s ‘word of the week’: respect. Teachers have a lot of
latitude regarding how they conduct the homeroom time.
Description of critical incident 1
Boys come spilling into the room, some leaping over desks on their way in.
Ms R. insists they go back out and enter the room all over again. Once they
are in the room she tells them that today there will be no warnings, that the
first infraction will earn them a call home. She switches on the overhead
where the word respect is written; the rest of the page is covered up.
‘Respect’, she announces, ‘copy this definition in your notebooks’. She
uncovers the rest of the overhead and reads aloud, ‘Respect is doing what the
person in charge of you tells you to do’. Boys are opening notebooks and
looking for writing utensils. Ms R. continues, ‘The first thing you’ve got to
learn here is to respect the teaching going on and the learning of fellow
students’. She tells them they are not to question assignments and suggests
that outside of class they confront those who are ‘pulling the class down –
talk to them outside of class, tell them what they’re doing’. The room is now
somewhat quiet and the boys are writing.
Ms R. has written their assignment on the board – to copy pages of the
science text into their notebooks. ‘The first thing I’ve asked you to do is a no
brainer. Hopefully something will stick in your head’. Ms R. went on to say
that the second assignment will be a ‘bit more’; it involves looking up a word.
Boys are grumbling and one asks Ms P. why they need to copy pages from
the book. ‘Cause these are her instructions and you can’t question what she
tells you’. Marvin, one of the students, replies, ‘I’m not doing this; it’s too
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much’. Ms P. tells him ‘You’ve got to face reality; you come to school to
work. We’re not going to discuss this; you’re too argumentative’.
The room is quiet. Some boys are not writing at all; they have their heads
down on their desks, eyes closed. There’s an occasional noise in the
classroom but overall it is ‘peaceful’. The boy beside me has been diligently
copying pages of the science book; he looks to see how much more there is,
sighs, puts down his pencil for a little while and stretches his hand. Fifty
minutes pass and the boys are writing or dozing. Some are being pulled out
of class by Ms R., for some infraction I deduce, since phone calls are being
placed to these boys’ homes. The phone is near the classroom door and the
cord stretches to the outside; the calls home can be overheard in a sort of
stage whisper and are a backdrop to the continued copying of the science
book.
I notice that a group of boys in the back of the room are stretching to see
something outside the window; the window looks out over an entrance to the
school and the school’s parking lot. I must have looked curious because one
of them mouths to me, ‘There’s cops out there’. The room starts to stir as
boys notice the scene outside the window. Finally, Ms P. says ‘it’s probably
the DARE officers; the sixth and seventh graders have DARE’.
Soft murmuring begins in the room; Ms R. reminds them she’ll call
home. The boys are getting their names on a list on the board to go to the
bathroom. It seems like most of the boys want to go to the bathroom and the
list grows. More boys stop writing and talk to those around them. Ms R.
says, ‘Okay, no bathroom!’ The boys groan.
There’s excitement in the back of the room as the boys watch the
unfolding scene outside the window. Sergio, a fellow 8th grader at the
school, is being led away by two policemen. The whole room is trying to see
what’s happening. Sergio gets in the police car and it pulls away. Ms R. calls
the room to order, ‘Sit up straight! Feet on the floor! Let me see everyone’s
feet flat on the floor. Everyone put your pencil in the tray . . .’
She begins a math lesson, passing out a math work sheet, but the boys
are not paying attention. Ms R. tells the boys ‘I can’t go any lower in math;
make an honest effort to solve them’. But by now the boys are talking among
themselves, speculating on why Sergio has been taken away by the police
and no one appears to be paying attention to Ms R. who is trying to get them
to work on the math work sheets. A boy calls out, ‘Hey quiet! Administrators
are here!’ An assistant principal pops her head in the door; the room is quiet
and she moves on.
Epilogue to critical incident 1
Ms R. never returned after the school’s winter break in December. An
African-American male teacher was hired to take her place; he had
previously worked at the youth detention centre and it was commonly
thought that he was brought in to restore some order to the classroom. After
a few weeks he was fired because he threw one of the boys up against a wall
and had his hands around the boy’s neck. A third teacher was hired, a young
African-American male teacher, who remained with the class for the rest of
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the school year. Two of the boys transferred out of this class and moved into
Mr Y’s classroom (described below); in looking back at their classroom
experience these boys observed: ‘They had three different teachers already
because the way the students act . . . they just act up how-they-want-to-actwise. It’s like they don’t have no self-esteem for themselves . . . The teachers,
they didn’t really care. They the one that was getting paid. It wasn’t their
education that was lost’.
Discussion of critical incident 1
This classroom will sound familiar to those who have spent time in lowincome schools. Of all the classrooms observed in this school, this one was
only slightly worse than many. Symbolic violence is perhaps exacerbated in
this case by differences of race, class, and gender. A white, female, middleclass teacher attempts to teach a group of low-income, male students of
colour. However, while these differences undoubtedly contribute to the
incomprehension between teacher and students, symbolic violence is
embedded in the ‘explicit pedagogy’ of the educational system. In this sense,
teachers are largely interchangeable. According to Bourdieu, an ‘implicit
pedagogy’ consists of those practices that teachers have acquired informally
as well as the particular habitus they, largely unconsciously, model for
students. In this latter sense, race, class and gender are implicated, but as we
saw above, two middle class, African-American men followed the same
explicit pedagogy (Character Counts: ‘respect’, etc.) and one appeared to
have the same general view of the students that the white, female teacher
had.
Here the symbolic violence is seen in the failure on the part of the
teacher to recognize the students’ abilities. Through her behaviours and
statements, she makes it clear that she does not believe that these students
have a primary habitus that provides them with the tools to be highachieving students. Images are of students with heads on their desks, getting
their names on the board for bathroom breaks – anything to get out of the
classroom – taking themselves out, in effect; and why not, since the day-today dynamic is one that violences and denigrates their sense of selves?
As Ferguson (2001) points out, Bourdieu’s concept of symbolic
violence
is particularly useful for an examination of punishment practices as symbolic enforcers of a
cultural hegemony in the hidden curriculum. He directs our attention to the manner in which this
type of violence operates through taken-for-granted notions of the form and content of ‘proper’
behaviour overlooked by liberal notions of schooling. For example, ‘politeness’, in his view,
‘contains a politics, a practical immediate recognition of social classifications and of hierarchies
between the sexes, the generations, the classes, etc’. (p. 51)

The very means by which the boys take themselves out of the violence –
heads down, long lists to get out of the room by going to the bathroom –
become incorporated into the punishments of the classroom: ‘Heads up!
Feet on the floor!’ No bathroom privileges. Definitions of respect reinforce
dominant rules and privileges without being open for questioning or
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alternative constructions. All of these are instruments of symbolic violence
in this particular class, while serving as a means to create a ‘respectful’
classroom environment. The police car pulling up outside the classroom
window seems an all-too-ready metaphor for the end results of this kind of
education; as pointed out at the beginning of this article, all violence is
ultimately paid for, ‘matched sooner or later in the form of . . . a whole host
of minor and major everyday acts of violence’ (Bourdieu, 1998: 40).
Critical incident 2: ‘Just a regular day’
When an observation I had set up for the day fell through, I spontaneously
stopped into Mr Y’s classroom before school; Mr Y. readily agreed to let me
observe but warned that I would see ‘just a regular day’. Mr Y. taught a
21⁄2-hour Humanities block. It was purely chance that I landed in Mr Y.’s
classroom but after the first time observing it, I came back again and again,
enthralled by the rich learning environment I found.
Mr Y. is a white man in his mid–50s. He is an experienced middle school
teacher and when the opportunity came up to work at the school he
requested a transfer as he was interested in teaching single-sex classes,
particularly the boys. He had read much of the current literature on boys
and schooling and, during interviews with me, he often peppered his
comments with references to this body of work. Mr Y. said that there was just
one rule in his classroom: no one was allowed to interrupt the learning
process. In fact, on the first day of school, he convened his class in the
auditorium, explained this rule to them, and indicated that should they
choose to follow it, they then were free to follow him into their regular
classroom.
Description of critical incident 2
Boys were lined up in the hallway outside the room and when the morning
bell rang they quickly went in and took their seats. Mr Y. announced that
homeroom this morning was SSR (sustained silent reading) and he and the
boys commenced to read. There was virtually no interaction during this
15-minute period, with everyone in the room reading.
At 8:15, when SSR was over, Mr Y. offered, ‘This is the advantage of
getting to be a good reader, of not just little books’ and started to tell the
boys about the book he was reading: ‘It’s a book by Frank McCourt, a book
about an Irish immigrant’ and noted that some of their parents or the boys
themselves are immigrants. He explained that, ‘in the racial politics of NYC
in the late 40s and 50s, the Irish’, and he reads from the book, ‘were not as
low as a PR or a Negro’. He asked the boys what a PR was and one of them
supplied ‘Puerto Rican’. They discussed racial politics a bit and then Mr Y.
read them a brief excerpt from the book, explaining that McCourt was ‘just
thinking about all these things’. He told the boys that these ‘are the kinds of
things you can do. McCourt is an excellent writer and was also a teacher for
30 years’.
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It was the end of homeroom and time for history. Mr Y. said, ‘Paper and
pencil out; history books open to page 90’. There was bustling in the room
as the boys reached into their desks to get their books. ‘Waiting. Still
waiting’, Mr Y. said. The boys instantly settled down. Mr Y. was poised
beside the overhead projector. ‘Okay, I have two things, one for the real
world, one for decoration’. He turns on the overhead and ‘Double Bubble
Thinking Map’ appeared on the screen. Mr Y. told the boys that the school
had determined that notes will now be graphed like this, that each classroom
had been asked to use this format. The map consisted of several interlocking
circles, with areas to be filled in; it appeared to be a visual means of
organizing note taking on a given topic. ‘You have to have a sense of humour
to go along with this’, he remarked to the boys. They briefly went over the
format of the double bubble thinking maps and then moved on to ‘the real
world’, a discussion regarding the American Revolution and the creation of
the balance of powers in the Federal government and with the power of the
states.
Mr Y. began with a review of why the revolution occurred. The boys
quickly offered information related to this and there was a sense that they’d
gotten it down, that they are remembering this information from another
day’s work. Mr Y. moved to the overhead and graphed the information they
were offering, saying, ‘This is one of the ways you’d write it down’ to
conform to the mapping being asked for by the administration.
They continued the review. William got called on and volunteered, ‘I
wasn’t listening’ but Mr Y. stuck with him and William came up with the
answer. Mr Y. commented to the class in general, ‘Don’t sell yourselves short
when you know the answer. Just pause . . . and think!’ The class continued
with this kind of ready give-and-take. It was a lot of information peppered
with comments by Mr Y. such as ‘it’s just a few short years until you’re
voting’, stressing to them why they needed to know how the government
works. One student supplied the end of a phrase for Mr Y. who replied,
‘Thank you, Chris; it would have taken me an hour to get that out’. Later,
when Chris offered another answer, Mr Y. observed, ‘Glad you’re sitting
there today Chris; you keep my brain working’. As the class rolled on, he
responds to virtually each boy in this manner, calling them by name,
sometimes doing a check-in (‘Steve, did you understand what I was
saying?’), sometimes underlining a point (‘Make sure you get the information down or you’re going to be stuck’), and sometimes graphing the
material into the double bubble map framework on the overhead,
‘translating’ the classroom talk into this format.
At one point Mr Y. paused and told the boys that, ‘this could be on your
writing prompt in January’, on the statewide writing assessment in January,
that the state has outlined broad areas which may be in the eighth grade
writing section. For emphasis, he reread part of the paragraph they’d just
finished.
They briefly discussed the writing assessment and the Stat 9s that the
class would be taking later in the school year; the whole school was under an
injunction to raise test scores and the whole topic had provided a bit of a
pressure cooker. Mr Y. pointed out that a lot of white students pick up much
of this information ‘on their Grandmother’s knee’, but that, unfortunately,
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the knowledge the boys brought from their own families didn’t appear as
part of the testing process. Mr Y. made clear that the testing regime was not
an even playing field, in terms of the test questions reflecting the mainstream
culture of whites, but concluded with his confidence that they’d do well, that
they’d work on these ‘valued’ areas in the classroom ‘so you’ll be ready’.
They continued reading and discussing the history text until Mr Y. told
them they had about 10 minutes to construct their double bubble maps. As
the boys worked, Mr Y. made his way around the room, quietly chatting with
a number of the boys. I heard him ask a very thin boy if he had had breakfast
today. ‘No’? ‘Why’? ‘There wasn’t any cereal in the house’. My Y. asked him
if his father would give him money to go to the grocery store. ‘Yes’. ‘That’s
good’, Mr Y said. He later told me the boy is the only son of a very elderly
father; the younger mother died earlier this year. The time for working on
the double bubble maps is nearly up; Mr Y. mused aloud that he thought
they’d ‘post these outside in the hall since the administration likes this kind
of thing. This is not for us; it’s for the management’.
Epilogue to critical incident 2
‘You should have seen us on the playground last year’, two of the boys in Mr
Y’s class commented; ‘we were always in trouble, fighting and stuff ’. I
expressed surprise, since I had often watched them out playing basketball
during the lunch recess this year, laughing and playing ball. When I asked
them what made the difference, one of the boys observed, ‘. . . like
sometimes if I don’t get my feelings out, I start getting mad at everybody and
stuff’, but that in Mr Y.’s room this year they talk among themselves and he
had come to realize that other boys had thoughts, feelings and experiences
similar to his own. ‘I just talk and tell them my stuff, my business and stuff,
and then I just go outside and I’m all happy, all nice. So it’s better for me
because you never know, it might lead up to a fight or something and I’d end
up getting kicked out’.
In addition to this kind of open and expressive atmosphere, the boys felt
Mr Y. helped hone their analytic skills to ‘read the world’. ‘Mr Y. tells us the
real deal. He doesn’t give us no crap; he just tells us the real stuff, what’s
really going on in the world’. They have come to believe they have futures,
through his constant references to ‘when you’re in high school . . .’ or ‘when
you’re old enough to vote . . .’ Because they had futures to protect, it became
important to be able to remain in school and do well; in their current
experience of school, they felt this was more of a possibility for them.
Discussion of critical incident 2
The boys themselves were linking the open expression on multiple levels that
they experienced in this classroom and the diffusion of pent up anger and
frustration. Having experienced the spill of their frustration into the
playground the previous year – resulting in fights – they were in a good
position to contrast that with the learning situation this year. This year, they
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could actually play on the playground, enjoy a game of basketball. The outlet
for expression could come in the classroom, as they found their primary
habitus valued, while getting explicit instruction on the knowledge those
privileged by the curriculum and educational systems take for granted. They
were being let in on the ‘real deal’ of how the dominant culture works. While
this knowledge is not to be confused with being allowed access to privilege
or the fruits of a meritocracy, it is a far cry from the symbolic violence they
had experienced in school in the past, and, for this year at least, it is a
reprieve from the business-as-usual experiences of school.
It is important to note that this instruction took place in a supportive
community of learners, where the boys found commonality in their
struggles. They had the opportunity to find commonality with each other,
to learn that their frustrations and issues were not theirs alone, but also
part of the experience of others. At the end of the school year, they
organized for collective action when the school perpetrated, from their
vantage point, an injustice. They could work toward their own school
success while working to interrupt and question business-as-usual school
practices. They were able to bring the collectivity they experienced in the
classroom to tasks beyond it, acting in concert for change on their behalf
and for others beyond their classroom. Just as Bourdieu made the case
that ‘all violence is paid for’ (Bourdieu 1998: 40) and erupts on societal as
well as personal levels, we posit that interrupting symbolic violence at one
level can potentially ripple through and initiate interruptions across micro,
meso and macro levels, displacing business as usual, or at least shedding
light on it.
Cultural analysis and social reproduction
Bourdieu’s work on symbolic violence is infrequently cited in recent US
work on teaching, and learning, and multicultural education that examines
culture and student achievement, perhaps because to many he seems frozen
in the 1970s, the decade in which his work on education appeared. Bourdieu
may also be ignored by many multiculturalists because he is associated with
neo-Marxist writers of the same period, like Basil Bernstein, Louis
Althusser, Bowles and Gintis and others, who worked to understand how
unequal social relations were reproduced through social institutions. Not
only did many of these white male writers focus more on social class than on
gender and race, they were also often characterized as overly deterministic
and structural in their analyses, leaving little room for what came to be
known as ‘a language of possibility’. While there is not room here to defend
these authors, suffice it to say that the focus on a language of possibility has
too often resulted in more optimistic, but narrower, analyses and an
avoidance of linking micro-processes in schools and classrooms to broader
mechanisms of social reproduction.
Moreover, much of the work focused on issues of violence and
alienation in schools is framed through traditional psychological constructs,
like motivation or needs, such as belongingness and caring (Osterman
2000). These studies focus on behaviour as if it were independent of its
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socio-historical context. While critique of the ways schools fail to meet the
socio-emotional needs of children and adolescents is important, such
studies remain embedded in a narrow psychological paradigm that limits
solutions to classroom or organizational interventions.
What is lost, then, in even the most sophisticated writing on diversity
and school achievement, is the multilevel analysis provided by Bourdieu.
Most analyses of race, class, and gender diversity in education leave
undertheorized the link to larger macro forces, leaving the reader to infer
that if low-income students and students of colour have higher levels of
motivation and achievement then they will be more competitive in the,
presumably legitimate, meritocratic system, through which good jobs and
other resources are allocated. By leaving these assumptions unexamined,
much social and cultural analysis in education can become itself a form of
symbolic violence. This is even true of much multicultural work that focuses
on issues of gender and race.
In laying out his materialist theory of the economy of symbolic goods,
Bourdieu is clear that cultural capital is just one in a series of forms of capital
that dominant groups and classes use to maintain dominance.3 Bourdieu’s
wholistic theory of symbolic violence carefully lays out the mechanisms
through which cultural reproduction helps to sustain social reproduction.
For all of its indignation, introspection and, often, confrontational style of
writing, contemporary cultural analysis in education is often timid about
pointing a finger at dominant groups and their mechanisms of control.
Without a wholistic analysis of how cultural reproduction links to social
reproduction and the needs of a neo-liberal, globalized economy, such work
can be easily absorbed into the current ‘Leave no Child Behind’ legislation
and discourse which substitutes rhetoric for resources for poor and minority
communities.
Implications for leadership
Mr Y.’s strategies helped students deconstruct the mechanisms of symbolic
violence in the classroom. In addition, he helped them access the dominant
discourse, demystifying how they are often ‘set up’ by school experiences
that pretend to foster the meritocracy. While this is an empowering practice
for students, it can leave them vulnerable to potentially being ‘picked off’ as
individual actors when they begin to critique or express themselves in
broader arenas beyond the classroom. When this deconstruction and explicit
instruction is combined with the sense of community that the students
experienced, it seeds the ground for collective action and political
citizenship. Students with this kind of knowledge are rightly viewed as a
threat to the legitimacy of the schooling enterprise and this is even more the
case when they are a collective force. The question becomes one of how their
critique and collective action is received by educational leaders who are
charged with the caretaking of the boys and their educational experiences. Is
there an equivalent stance that school leaders can take? As credentialed
agents of the state, are they even less likely to open up spaces in which the
mechanisms of symbolic violence can be deconstructed?
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Deborah Meier (1995), the former principal of Central Park East
Secondary School in New York, talks about her commitment to produce
students who are experienced in the skills of political citizenship. She talks
about how the school reacted when students decided to stage a demonstration
at City Hall after the Rodney King verdict in Los Angeles. The event was seen
as an opportunity for the school to create ‘teach-ins’ and help students
experience this form of civic participation, while making sure they were safe
by sending along teachers and giving parents the option of keeping them
home the day of the demonstration. MrY. was not part of a school culture that
encouraged examination of symbolic violence nor the skills of political
participation and he was seen more as a threat than as an exemplary teacher.
In the 1970s, theories like Bourdieu’s led to critiques of public schooling
as agents of social reproduction. More recently, with the threat of
privatization, many critical educators are defending public schools and trying
to find ways to open up spaces to work critically within them. Meier (1995)
defends public schools, but has chosen to work only in small charter schools,
where such cultures have a better chance of developing.
More recently Bourdieu suggested that altering symbolic forms of
violence will require more than its deconstruction within the scenarios in
which it is played out. In regard to masculine domination, he suggested that
the perpetuation of domination does not principally reside in the site in which
it is most immediately played out – the domestic sphere, but rather in
surrounding institutions where it is developed and imposed, opening up a vast
field of action for feminist struggles (Bourdieu 2001). Likewise, the
classroom and school, while important in a cultural sense, are not the
principal sites in which social reproduction is played out, nor are they likely
sites for ameliorating all social ills, as current reform efforts in schools
unwittingly promise. Just as Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic violence involves
many forms of capital and many sites of oppression that occur on multiple
levels, altering relations of domination will require struggle on many fronts,
including, both the critical pedagogical action of committed teachers who
understand how symbolic violence operates, and large-scale political
struggles, such as the recent global confrontations against the World Trade
Organization.
However, programmes that credential teachers and administrators need
to prepare committed and critical teachers and administrators who
understand the mechanisms of symbolic violence. Interestingly, the two
teachers who were observed in the single-sex school and who were the most
adept at helping students demystify symbolic violence evoked the names of
local university professors they had had in their credential program who
inspired them to be critically reflective about their teaching and their
understanding of why low-income and minority students fail academically.
There is an equal need for supportive principals who are also trained to
encourage rather than stifle student critique. Too often the most perceptive
and critical students and teachers are framed by administrators as problems,
instead of allies, in their efforts to combat symbolic violence.
Fine (1991) using the notion of ‘institutional silencing’ described what
happens to students who are victims of symbolic violence, but who have
critical insights into its operation:
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Those students, particularly low-income students, whose lives, self-conscious critique, or even
naı̈ve questions pierce the fragile veneer of equal opportunity, typically pay a price . . . They may
be sent off to a psychologist for assistance, classified as insubordinate, seen as a cause for a
suspension, or labelled – usually for life – as a student with ‘special needs’. Some students,
especially those who are academically successful, learn to mute their own critique. (pp. 61–62)

Those students who can no longer tolerate the daily forms that symbolic
violence takes, flee schools and are channelled into, at best, low-wage work
or, at worst, the juvenile justice system and, ultimately, incarceration. Many
deal with the hurt of symbolic violence by self-medicating with drugs and
alcohol. Fine (1991) provides evidence that school dropouts are generally
psychologically healthier, less willing to continue to allow the daily battering
of what’s left of their identities and sense of self worth.
The consequences, however, are clear. These include the continued
social reproduction of the savage inequalities that characterize the US as we
move into 21st century, inequalities of income and financial assets that rival
the Guilded Age of the 1920s. For poor and minority youth – particularly
males, two violent options are the most viable, incarceration or the military.
What we have attempted to illustrate is that those two violent options are
only one end of a continuum of violence that starts in the schools and in
many homes. It is important to keep children safe in schools from daily
forms of physical violence; however, addressing symbolic violence in schools
will not only provide opportunities for individual and collective empowerment, but will also help to reduce instances of physical violence, in and out
of schools. If, as a society, we pay for all forms of violence, as Bourdieu
(1998) suggested, then the continued symbolic and structural violence of
the schools, the media, systemic corporate greed and corruption – which
bolsters dominant group and class interests – assure that the violence, the
social and racial inequities associated with crime, gangs, prisons, and the
military will likely continue. But there are other alternatives.

Notes
1. Although the book was co-authored, Bourdieu has gone on to further develop and integrate the theory
of symbolic violence into his subsequent work. In this article we will refer to the theory of symbolic
violence as associated with Bourdieu, while recognizing Passeron’s early contribution.
2. Of course, the solution here would not be to eliminate all remnants of the dominant culture. Such a
strategy tends to ‘ghettoize’ the curriculum and leaves the disconnect between primary and secondary
habitus intact. A pedagogy is needed that helps student demystify how symbolic violence works,
freeing them to embrace their primary habitus while appropriating the dominant one (i.e. to achieve
dual identities).
3. Others are economic capital, social capital, linguistic capital, and educational capital.

References
Anderson, G. L. (1990) Toward a critical constructivist approach to school administration: Invisibility,
legitimation, and the study of non-events. Educational Administration Quarterly, 26(1), 38–59.
Angelides, P. (2001) The development of an efficient technique for collecting and analyzing qualitative
data and the analysis of critical incidents. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education,
14(3), 429–442.

STUDYING SYMBOLIC VIOLENCE

433

Bourdieu, P. (1998) Acts of resistance: Against the tyranny of the market (New York: The New Press).
Bourdieu, P. (2000) Pascalian meditations (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press).
Bourdieu, P. (2001) Masculine domination (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press).
Bourdieu, P. and Passeron, J. (1990) Reproduction in education, society and culture, 2nd edn (London: Sage
Publications).
Bowles, S. and Gintis, H. (1976) Schooling in Capitalist America: Educational reform and the contradictions
of economic life (New York: Basic Books).
Ferguson, A. A. (2001) Bad boys: Public schools in the making of Black masculinity (Ann Arbor, MI: The
University of Michigan).
Fine, M. (1991) Framing dropouts: Notes on the politics of an urban public high school (Albany: SUNY
Press).
Gary, G. (2000) Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice (New York: Teachers College
Press).
Herr, K. (1999) Institutional violence in the everyday practices of school: The narrative of a young
lesbian. Journal for a Just and Caring Education, 5(3), 242–255.
Herr, K. and Arms, E. (2002) The intersection of educational reforms: A study of single gender
academies in a public middle school. In A. Datnow and L. Hubbard (eds), Doing gender in policy
and practices: Perspectives on single sex and coeducational schooling (New York: Routledge Press).
Ladson-Billings, G. (1995) Toward a theory of culturally relevant pedagogy. AERJ, 32, 465–492.
Males, M. (1998) FramingYouth: 10 Myths about the Next Generation (Monroe, Maine: Common Courage
Press).
Meier, D. (2002) In schools we trust: Creating communities of learning in an era of testing and standardization
(Boston: Beacon Press).
Meier, D. (1995) The power of their ideas: Lessons from a small school in Harlem (Boston: Beacon Press).
Osterman, K. (2000) Students’ need for belonging in the school community. Review of Educational
Research, 70(3), 323–367.
Parenti, C. (1999) Lockdown America: Police and prisons in the age of crisis (New York: Verso).
Schon, D. A. (1983) The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in Action (New York: Basic
Books).
Tripp, D. (1993) Critical Incidents in Teaching (London: Routledge).
Urso Spina, S. (2000) The psychology of violence and the violence of psychology. In S. Urso Spina (ed.),
Smoke and mirrors: The hidden context of violence in schools and society (Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield), pp. 177–209.
Welch, M., Price, E. A. and Yankey, N. (2002) Moral panic over youth violence: Wilding and the
manufacture of menace in the media. Youth and Society, 34(1), 3–30.
Willis, P. (1977) Learning to labor: How working class kids get working class jobs (New York: Columbia
University Press).

